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Abstract 

Introduction. This research addresses a primary issue that involves motivating academics to share 
knowledge. Adapting the theory of reasoned action, this study examines the role of motivation that 
consists of intrinsic motivators (commitment; enjoyment in helping others) and extrinsic motivators 
(reputation; organizational rewards) to determine and explain the behaviour of Malaysian 
academics in sharing knowledge. 

Method. A self-administered questionnaire was distributed using a non-probability sampling 
technique. A total of 373 completed responses were collected with a total response rate of 38.2%. 
Analysis. The partial least squares analysis was used to analyse the data. 

Results. The results indicated that all five of the hypotheses were supported. Analysis of data from 
the five higher learning institutions in Malaysia found that commitment and enjoyment in helping 
others (i.e., intrinsic motivators) and reputation and organizational rewards (i.e., extrinsic 
motivators) have a positive and significant relationship with attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 

In addition, the findings revealed that intrinsic motivators are more influential than extrinsic 
motivators. This suggests that academics are influenced more by intrinsic motivators than by 
extrinsic motivators. 

Conclusions. The findings provided an indication of the determinants in enhancing knowledge¬ 
sharing intention among academics in higher education institutions through extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivators. 
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Knowledge-sharing, viewed from an educational context as a social interaction culture that ensures best practices 
and profound sustainability, is primarily related to activities of exchanging both existing and new knowledge, 
contributing research and teaching experiences and a myriad of skills among academics for succeeding in 
educational competitiveness. For Davenport and Prusak ('2000') . knowledge-sharing involves the interaction of 
activities that include dissimilation, feedback and absorption between individuals. With this, higher education 
institutions are aiming to help and assist their academics in generating new ideas by encouraging them to work 
together, to facilitate the exchange of knowledge and to further enhance the institutional learning competency and 
ability of its faculty members, particularly in achieving institutional goals (Dyer and Nobeoka, 2000) . 

Likewise, higher education institutions are making sure that their faculty members not only continue to generate 
new knowledge, but should at the same time share their existing knowledge with others. As a consequence they 
should be able to achieve long-term institutional success and increase competitiveness and responsiveness in 
attaining greater university standards and excellence (Howell and Annansingh, 2012) . Indeed, the sharing of 
knowledge is recognised as a main and vital component of knowledge management, which requires academics' 
willingness to exchange and disseminate knowledge, consequently ensuring knowledge becomes available and is 
made known to academics (Sohail and Daud, 2009) . Once begun, educators' and researchers' intention to share 
their knowledge would be further intensified to boost academic and research excellence. Since knowledge¬ 
sharing is a part of knowledge management, higher education institutions are eager to carry out knowledge¬ 
sharing practices to improve the quality of knowledge in each of their institutional settings in order to improve 
competitiveness. 

In recent years, higher education institutions have played the part of knowledge creators, innovation accelerators 
and providers of highly skilled and expert researchers that help foster innovation in technology and contribute 
towards knowledge industries. These institutions are continuously being scrutinised as learning communities, 
being involved in a collaborative process to achieve shared creation and shared understanding through 
community-building and observational learning, actively sharing knowledge to improve creativity and 
innovativeness (Yeh, Yeh and Chen, 201 2) . 

For this reason, the Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia has encouraged higher education institutions to 
practise knowledge-sharing behaviour by applying knowledge-sharing as a mainstream business function 
(Suhaimee, Abu Balcar and Alias, 2006) . One of the most significant current discussions about effective 
knowledge-sharing behaviour regards the integration of academics' teaching not merely with critical knowledge, 
but with skills and abilities to accomplish complex and innovative teaching and research work (Breu and 
Hemingway, 2004) . By practising knowledge-sharing behaviour, faculty members in higher education institutions 
can have better access to, and use of, viable knowledge to improve institutional performance. Being the key 
producers of knowledge, higher education institutions have become the primary drivers in the knowledge-based 
economy (Breu and Hemingway, 2004) contributing to today's economic and business research (Muscio, 
Ouaglione and Scarpinato, 201 1) . This is done through various applied research and scientific breakthroughs, 
whereby the creation of new terminologies of knowledge gathered from these researchers helps to enhance and 
strengthen the society and economy as a whole. In Malaysia, institutions of higher education have a crucial role to 
play in supporting Malaysia's economy, both in the areas of research and development and creating qualified 
individuals through education; not only to boost Malaysia's economy but also to increase the number of highly 
skilled and knowledgeable individuals working in knowledge-based industrialised sectors. 

Therefore, to achieve a knowledge-based economy to enhance Malaysia's progress, knowledge shared through 
education, training, learning and skill development within education institutions must not be taken lightly. 
Knowledge-sharing behaviour is able to provide opportunities to equip academics not only with knowledge, but 
also skills and professionalism to meet the requirements of human resources in achieving a knowledge-based 
economy in Malaysia (SEAMEO Regional Centre for Higher Education and Development, 2010) . However, one 
of the significant barriers preventing individuals sharing knowledge is insufficient motivation or lack of reward, 
either monetary or non-monetary (Azudin, Ismail and Taherali, 2009; Chen, Sandhu and Jain, 2009) . 

So far, however, there has been little discussion about the underlying factors influencing intrinsic (enjoyment in 
helping others, commitment) and extrinsic motivators (reputation, organizational rewards), the key determinants 















of knowledge-sharing intentions in higher education institutions. In this paper we therefore seek to address the 
following research questions: 

1. What types of motivators enhance knowledge-sharing intentions in higher education institutions? 

2. Does motivation affect academics sharing knowledge? 

This research seeks to map out the influences of intrinsic and extrinsic motivational determinants in encouraging 
knowledge-sharing intentions among academics. As a result, the purpose of this paper is to review recent research 
in understanding the extent of both intrinsic and extrinsic motivators that encourage academics to share 
knowledge in higher education institutions. The motivators that were investigated were commitment, enjoyment 
in helping others, reputation, and organizational rewards. The findings provide evidence of how academics could 
be motivated or encouraged to share knowledge, consequently contributing to greater intention among academics 
to share knowledge. 

Theory and research model 

The theory of reasoned action, proposed by Ajzen and Fishbein (1980), which has been widely used in the past, is 
adapted in this study to capture the key determinants of knowledge-sharing. The theory of reasoned action 
considers individuals' behaviour to be dependent on their intention to perform a particular behaviour. The theory 
of reasoned action has been effectively applied in numerous studies (e.g. Chang 1998 ; Sheppard, Hartwickand 
Warshaw 1998) in fields including knowledge management, medical studies, social psychology and information 
technology adoption. In a study conducted by Albarq and Alsughayir (2013) adapting the theory of reasoned 
action model helped create a better understanding of internet banking behaviour among Saudi consumers in 
Riyadh. The theory of reasoned action consists of three separate assumptions, which are: (1) individuals' positive 
attitudes towards a behaviour are determined strongly by their attitude in participating in that behaviour; (2) an 
individual's keen intention to perform a behaviour is influenced by subjective norms; (3) individuals are more 
likely to perform a behaviour if they are keen to engage in that behaviour. This theory is found to be suitable in 
forecasting a variety of behavioural intentions and actual behaviour. Even though previous research has been 
carried out on the motivational model of knowledge-related behaviour (Bock and Kim, 2002) . very few studies 
examine the key determinants of knowledge-sharing behaviour, which include both intrinsic and extrinsic 
motivators (Bock, et al ., 2005; Ramayah, Yeap and Ignatius, 2013) . 

To address this issue, a research model (Figure 1) using a causal study with factors relating to intrinsic motivators 
(commitment, enjoyment in helping others) and extrinsic motivators (reputation, organizational rewards) was 
proposed to assess the role of motivation in explaining the behaviour of knowledge-sharing among academics in 
higher education institutions. This study examines how commitment, enjoyment in helping others, reputation and 
organizational rewards, through attitude towards knowledge-sharing, affect academics' intentions to engage in 
knowledge-sharing. Five hypotheses will be tested with respect to this model. The factors and hypotheses of the 
research model are discussed in the following section. 

Commitment 

Commitment signifies an obligation or duty of an individual to assist and engage in knowledge-sharing through 
regular collaboration with other individuals in an institution (Wasko and Faraj, 2005) . Commitment is a three- 
dimensional model that comprises of affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative 
commitment that may influence workplace behaviour and attitude of individuals to share their knowledge 
(Akroyd, et al ., 2009) . Affective commitment concerns emotional dependency, identity and connection of the 
individual in the institution; continuance commitment is the assessment the individual makes of the harm fill 
effects of leaving the institution, thus increasing their desire to remain, while normative commitment is the 
individual's moral obligation to remain in the institution (Scheible and Bastos, 2013) . Commitment has a direct 
effect on performance and altruism (Neininger, Lehmann-Willenbrock, Kauffeld and Henschel, 2010) particularly 
when it comes to academics' coordinating and communicating in work groups (Pillai and Williams, 2004) . 
Consequently, commitment does have a huge effect in motivating academics to intrinsically share their 
knowledge, thereby boosting their participation in activities related to knowledge-sharing (Hislop, 2003) . This 














does not only decrease academics' turnover, but at the same time increases communication and interaction 
(Culpepper, 2011) with other academics in contributing their knowledge to benefit the academic institutions as a 
whole (Chiang, 2011) . Commitment is known as a symbol of power that has a strong significant positive 
relationship with knowledge-sharing attitude (Chen and Cheng, 2012; Hooff and Weenen, 2004) . Therefore, 
commitment has a significant positive relationship with knowledge-sharing (Abili, Thani, Mokhtarian and 
Rashidi, 2011) . Based on this, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

HI. Commitment to share knowledge has a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 

Enjoyment in helping others 

Academics share more ideas and knowledge only if their ideas are viewed as useful (Hunga, Durcikova, Lai and 
Lin, 201 IT Enjoyment in helping others originates from the perception of altruism (Kankanhalli, Tan and Wei, 
2005) , which includes the principal or practice of unselfish concern leading to intrinsic enjoyment by practising 
knowledge-sharing (Davenport and Prusak, 2000) . As supported by Dinther, Docky and Segers (201 1) . 
enjoyment in helping others encourages interaction between individuals to share knowledge. It is strongly 
believed that enjoyment in helping others and sharing knowledge with others would eventually influence career 
development (Song and Chon, 2012) . Thus, enjoyment in helping others reinforces academics' willingness to 
share knowledge with the prime purpose of helping their colleagues (Lin, 2007) . Hence, academics' enjoyment in 
helping others further motivates them to share their knowledge with each other (Endres, Endres, Chowdhury and 
Alam, 2007) . Therefore: 

H2. Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 

Reputation 

Reputation is considered by Wasko and Faraj (2005) as a significant motivator to academics' active participation 
in knowledge-sharing, allowing them to achieve and maintain recognisable status within their institutions. 
Reputation is the opinion of others of an individual's ability to provide the services expected in regards to work- 
related activities. Reputation affects the effectiveness of knowledge-sharing (Lucas, 2005) as it is considered as 
an extrinsic motivator that will affect faculty members to share their knowledge. Particularly, reputation consists 
of four types, which are specific skill payment, performance pay, pay based on seniority and job-based pay 
(Ferguson and Reio, 2010) . Milne (2007) , however, has divided reputation into two categories that can affect 
knowledge-sharing: general reputation and specific reputation. General reputation refers to the overall abilities of 
employees while specific reputation relates to the ability of an employee to meet expectations in particular 
instances. In conclusion, Lucas and Ogilvie (2006) agreed that there is a positive relationship between reputation 
and knowledge-sharing. Thus, it is hypothesised that: 

H3. Reputation has a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 

Organizational rewards 

It is found that individuals will only share their knowledge with others if they see a direct return on their action; 
thus supporting the notion that knowledge-sharing will only happen if rewards exceed costs (Constant, Kiesler 
and Sproull, 1994) . Hence, one of the ways in which education institutions can extrinsically motivate knowledge¬ 
sharing practices between academics is through the design and implementation of a viable organizational reward 
system. Normally, institutions design organizational reward systems to tap into the valuable knowledge owned by 
academics with the intention of increasing institutional performance. Organizational rewards can encourage 
academic staff to contribute valuable knowledge made available in universities. Recent research has proven that 
the application of a reward system for sharing knowledge is vital in increasing knowledge-sharing practices in 
university settings (Purwanti, Pasaribu and Lumbantobing, 2010) . Reward systems, which can either be monetary 
or non-monetary, are necessary to further push and encourage academics to share their knowledge ( Susanty and 
Wood, 201 1) . The results shown by Cockrell (2007) indicate that monetary incentives do increase the strength of 




























motivation among individuals to share their professional knowledge, which in turn intensify useful knowledge¬ 
sharing. In addition, a reward system in universities should be implemented in a more comprehensive way so that 
it does not only increase the magnitude of contributions, but also maintains a high quality of knowledge being 
contributed (Purwanti et al ., 2010) . Therefore, reward systems can positively increase knowledge-sharing among 
academics in higher education institutions (Lee and Ahn, 2007) . Following these arguments, the hypothesis is 
stated as follows: 

H4. Organizational rewards have a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 

Attitude and intention to share knowledge 

Extrinsic motivators and intrinsic motivators can directly affect attitude towards knowledge-sharing behaviour 
(Jeon, Kim and Koh, 201 1) . Attitude to share knowledge is a personal positive behaviour or intention of an 
individual to willingly or openly share knowledge with others (Bock et al ., 20051 . Chow and Chan (2008) have 
attempted to explain that the intention of academics to engage in a behaviour is determined by their personal 
attitude towards that behaviour, in which personal attitude is observed as an enabler that is situated between 
beliefs and intention. There are two factors that influence the attitude of an academic to share knowledge that 
include both relational and structural dimensions (Kim and Ju, 2008) . The relational factors include academics' 
attitude and perception in regards to the value and necessity for sharing knowledge through course and research 
materials, academics' trust toward their colleagues, academics' willingness to cooperate with each other and their 
openness in communication. The structural factors include evaluations, reward systems and the communication 
channel-based information technology infrastructure of the university as a whole. 

It is thought that attitude is influenced by individuals' perception and intentions. However, it can also be 
influenced by social norms and attitude (Chen, Chuang and Chen, 20121 . If individuals believe that knowledge¬ 
sharing is relevant and necessary, they will intend to share knowledge with others from time to time under 
particular circumstances. However, if individuals believe that knowledge-sharing is not necessary, they will not 
intend to share knowledge with others. Chow and Chan (2008) claimed that academics' attitudes towards 
knowledge-sharing are a significant determinant of intention to share. It is also widely debated whether the 
behavioural intention to share knowledge is determined by an academic's attitude towards knowledge-sharing. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 


H5. Attitude towards knowledge-sharing has a positive effect on intention to share knowledge among academics. 











Figure 1: Research model. 


Research method and data collection 


The self-administered questionnaire was distributed using a non-probability sampling technique that solicited 
information around the research model and the background of the academics. The measurement items in the study 
(Table 1) were adapted from prior studies. It comprised of commitment (Hooff and Weenen, 2004) . enjoyment in 
helping others (Lin, 2007) . reputation (Wasko and Faraj, 2005) . organizational rewards (Lin. 20071 . attitude 
towards knowledge-sharing (Bock etal., 2005) . and intention to share knowledge ( Bock et al ., 2005) . A seven- 
point Likert-type scale was utilised for all measures, ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (7) strongly agree. 


Construct 

Commitment 


Enjoyment in helping 
others 


Table 1: Constructs and measurement. 

Item 

COl This university is a good institution for me to work for. 

C02 I am concerned about how this university is doing. 

C03 I put extra effort in to make this university successful. 

C04 I talk to my friends and acquaintances about this university as a nice 
institution to work for. 

C05 I take pride in telling others that I work for this university. 

C06 Most of the time, I can agree with top management's general 
direction of the university's management. 

EN1 I enjoy sharing my knowledge with colleagues in this university. 

EN2 I enjoy helping colleagues in this university by sharing my 
knowledge. 

EN3 It feels good to help colleagues in this university by sharing my 
knowledge. 





















EN4 Sharing my knowledge with colleagues in this university is 
pleasurable. 

RE1 I earn respect from other colleagues in this university by sharing my 
knowledge. 

RE2 I feel that knowledge sharing improves my status as an academic in 
this university. 

RE3 I participate in knowledge sharing to improve my reputation as an 
academic in this university. 

Sharing my knowledge with other colleagues in this university is 
rewarded... 

OR1 with a higher salary. 

OR2 with a higher bonus 
OR3 with a promotion. 

OR4 with an increased job security. 

My knowledge sharing with other colleagues in this university... 

ATI is good. 

AT2 is an enjoyable experience. 

AT3 is valuable to me. 

AT4 is a wise move. 

INI I will share work reports and official documents with colleagues in 
this university. 

IN2 I will provide manuals, methodologies and models for colleagues in 
this university. 

IN3 I will share my experience or know-how with other colleagues in 
this university. 

IN4 I will provide know-where or know-whom at the request of 
colleagues in this university. 

IN5 I will share expertise from education or training with other 
colleagues in this university in a more effective way. 

A pre-test of the instruments was conducted with seven academics, in which the participants were requested to 
finish the instruments and offer their comments on the wordings of the items and also to comment on the 
appearance and arrangement of the instruments. In addition, minor formatting changes (wordings and typesetting) 
and expert reviews (from academics) were conducted before the instruments were deemed ready to be distributed. 

In this research, the selection of the population was done primarily through quota sampling. Specifically, the 
targeted respondents were academics that were associated with teaching and research activities. The respondents 
originated from five higher education institutions in Malaysia that were selected based on the Quacquarelli 
Symonds World University ranking for Asia's Universities in the year 2012, which had ranked these universities 
as in the top 100 universities in Asia. These five higher learning institutions include Universiti Malaya, Universiti 
Kebangsaan Malaysia, Universiti Sains Malaysia, Universiti Putra Malaysia and Universiti Teknologi Malaysia. 
The questionnaires were sent and distributed to the academics from 1 May to 31 August, 2012. Only one of the 
returned questionnaires was deemed invalid (due to many uncompleted sections of the questionnaire), resulting in 
a total of 373 completed answers, with a total response rate of 38.2%. Table 2 summarises the demographic and 
characteristic profiles of the respondents. 


Reputation 


Organizational rewards 


Attitude towards 
knowledge-sharing 


Intentions to share 
knowledge 


Table 2: Demographic and characteristics profile. 

Demographic/characteristics Category Frequency 

Sex Male 183 


Percentage(%) 

49.1 


Male 



Age 


Race 


Academic position 


Length of service 


Level of education 


Institution 


Number of conference papers 
published in an average year 


Female 

190 

50.9 

Below 25 years 

9 

2.4 

25 - 35 years 

86 

23.1 

36- 45 years 

147 

39.4 

46 - 55 years 

100 

26.8 

More than 55 years 

31 

8.3 

Malay 

268 

71.8 

Chinese 

58 

15.5 

Indian 

34 

9.1 

Others 

13 

3.5 

Professor 

78 

20.9 

Associate professor 

62 

16.6 

Senior lecturer 

110 

29.5 

Lecturer 

72 

19.3 

Instructor or tutor 

51 

13.7 

Less than 5 years 

85 

22.8 

5-10 years 

89 

23.9 

11-20 years 

143 

38.3 

More than 20 years 

56 

15.0 

PhD 

235 

63.0 

Masters 

123 

33.0 

Degree 

15 

4.0 

Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia 

152 

40.8 

Universiti Malaya 

24 

6.4 

Universiti Putra Malaysia 

43 

11.5 

Universiti Sains Malaysia 

104 

27.9 

Universiti Teknologi Malaysia 

50 

13.4 

1 -5 

244 

65.4 

6-10 

53 

14.2 

11-20 

36 

9.7 

21 -30 

23 

6.2 

31 -40 

9 

2.4 

41 -50 

4 

1.1 

51 -60 

0 

0 

61 - 70 

3 

0.8 

71 - 80 

0 

0 

81 and above 

1 

0.3 

1 -5 

267 

71.6 

6-10 

37 

9.9 

11-20 

34 

9.1 

21 -30 

16 

4.3 

31 -40 

13 

3.5 

41 -50 

2 

0.5 


Number of journal papers 
published in an average year 



Area 


Average number of hours 
spent teaching in a typical week 


51 -60 

2 

0.5 

61 - 70 

0 

0 

71 - 80 

1 

0.3 

81 and above 

1 

0.3 

Arts 

177 

47.5 

Science 

196 

52.5 

1 -5 

121 

32.4 

6- 10 

180 

48.3 

11-20 

72 

19.3 


In respect to non-response bias, the early and late participants were verified to ensure that they were not 
significantly different (Armstrong and Overton, 19771 . Therefore, the participants were distributed into two 
groups, in which a comparison was made on sex, age, race, academic position, level of education and length of 
service. The results indicated that there were no significant differences based on the comparison t-test (p-values 
are 0.958, 0.891, 0.937, 0.218, 0.390 and 0.308 respectively). Thus, the non-response bias is not an issue in this 
research. 

Data analysis and results 

The partial least squares structural equation modelling using SmartPLS version 2.0.M3 was selected to assess the 
two-stage analytical procedures by first examining the measurement model and then scrutinising the structural 
model (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988) . The reasons for the use of partial least squares instead of covariance-based 
structural equation modelling is that partial least squares is more robust, as less restriction is placed on the 
unbiased estimates of the sample size (Falk and Miller, 1992) . In addition, partial least squares analysis is useful 
in identifying the research model's constructs' relationships and measurement (Wold, 1989) . Furthermore, in 
partial least squares not many rigid assumptions were made concerning the population, scale measurement or 
distribution (Haenlein and Kaplan, 2004) . As the data collected are self-reported through a similar questionnaire 
conducted throughout a similar time, the common method variance that is attributed to the measurement method 
rather than the constructs of interest may cause systematic measurement error and further bias the estimates of the 
actual relationship among the constructs (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and Podsakoff, 2003) . Thus, this study has 
examined the common method bias using Harman's single-factor test. The results revealed six factors with 
eigenvalues more than one that accounted for 67.6% of the total variance. No single factor was dominant, nor did 
one general factor account for most of the variance, demonstrating that common method bias is not a great 
concern and thus is unlikely to confound the interpretation of results. 

Measurement model 

In observing the stability of estimates and developing strong confidence intervals (Chin, 1998) a partial least 
squares bootstrapping procedure was undertaken with 1000 re-samples to assess the significance of the path 
analysis and hypotheses as suggested by Efron and Tibshirani (1993) as both researchers agreed that this would 
be adequate for a typical bootstrap method. The goodness of measures was exposed to both reliability and validity 
testing before conducting the hypothesis test. Reliability looks at how consistently an instrument measures the 
concept it is supposed to measure, while validity looks at how well a developed instrument measures a concept 
that it is intended to measure (Sekaran and Bougie, 2010) . 


Table 3: Results of measurement model. 


Model construct 

Measurement item 

Loading 

CRa 

AVEb 

Commitment 

COl 

0.649 

0.854 

0.543 


C02 

0.602 













Enjoyment in helping others 


0.899 0.691 


Reputation 


Organizational rewards 


Attitude towards knowledge-sharing 


Intentions to share knowledge 


C03 

C04 

C05 

EN1 

EN2 

EN3 

EN4 

RE1 

RE2 

RE3 

OR1 

OR2 

OR3 

OR4 

ATI 

AT2 

AT3 

AT4 

INI 

IN2 

IN3 

IN4 

IN5 


0.758 

0.850 

0.798 

0.846 

0.859 

0.862 

0.752 

0.865 

0.876 

0.836 

0.896 

0.910 

0.928 

0.873 

0.814 

0.848 

0.851 

0.814 

0.774 

0.830 

0.850 

0.832 

0.815 


0.894 0.738 


0.946 0.814 


0.900 0.692 


0.911 0.673 


a = composite reliability (CR) = (square of the summation of the factor loadings)/{(square of the summation of the factor loadings) + (square of the summation of the 
error variances)} 

b = average variance extracted (AVE) = (summation of the square of the factor loadings)/{(summation of the square of the factor loadings) + (summation of the error 
variances)} 


All loadings of 25 standardised indicators in Tables 3 and 4 exceeded the recommended value of 0.6 (Chin, Gopal 
and Salisbury. 1 997) . signifying that the reliability of the measurement items are acceptable. 


Table 4: Loadings and cross loadings. 



Commitment 

Enjoyment in 
helping others 

Reputation 

Organizational 

rewards 

Attitude 

towards 

knowledge¬ 

sharing 

Intentions to 
share 
knowledge 

COl 

0.649 

0.278 

0.225 

0.062 

0.206 

0.139 

C02 

0.602 

0.300 

0.236 

0.014 

0.161 

0.230 

C03 

0.758 

0.303 

0.267 

0.049 

0.269 

0.229 

C04 

0.850 

0.226 

0.330 

0.121 

0.378 

0.291 

C05 

0.798 

0.344 

0.322 

0.057 

0.346 

0.239 

EN1 

0.316 

0.846 

0.130 

-0.055 

0.309 

0.300 

EN2 

0.311 

0.859 

0.234 

-0.022 

0.237 

0.270 

EN3 

0.339 

0.862 

0.285 

-0.042 

0.276 

0.233 

EN4 

0.291 

0.752 

0.232 

0.033 

0.269 

0.208 

RE1 

0.354 

0.228 

0.865 

0.093 

0.312 

0.178 




RE2 

0.299 

0.257 

0.876 

0.112 

0.259 

0.201 

RE3 

0.322 

0.191 

0.836 

0.228 

0.285 

0.239 

OR1 

0.052 

-0.021 

0.176 

0.896 

0.146 

0.066 

OR2 

0.029 

-0.107 

0.133 

0.910 

0.109 

0.023 

OR3 

0.117 

-0.013 

0.129 

0.928 

0.170 

0.097 

OR4 

0.105 

0.013 

0.163 

0.873 

0.168 

0.136 

ATI 

0.371 

0.248 

0.260 

0.172 

0.814 

0.395 

AT2 

0.340 

0.299 

0.265 

0.157 

0.848 

0.414 

AT 3 

0.330 

0.293 

0.270 

0.139 

0.851 

0.490 

AT4 

0.263 

0.260 

0.315 

0.096 

0.814 

0.498 

INI 

0.271 

0.238 

0.152 

0.079 

0.410 

0.774 

IN2 

0.199 

0.194 

0.160 

0.075 

0.440 

0.830 

IN3 

0.274 

0.236 

0.224 

0.065 

0.460 

0.850 

IN4 

0.257 

0.254 

0.188 

0.059 

0.406 

0.832 

IN5 

0.271 

0.324 

0.247 

0.112 

0.497 

0.815 


Bold values are loadings for items which are above the recommended value of 0.5 

Table 3 indicates the composite reliability values of the factors ranging from 0.854 (commitment) to 0.946 
(organizational rewards), all exceeding the recommended benchmark of 0.7 (Gefen, Detmar and Boudreau, 
2000) . The average variance extracted values for all the constructs ranged from 0.543 to 0.814, which indicated 
that all the values were higher than the cut-off value of 0.5 (Bagozzi and Youjae, 1988) . Table 4 clearly indicates 
that each construct shares greater variance with its own measurement items as compared with other constructs. 

To evaluate the discriminant validity (the extent to which the items measure the intended or other related 
constructs), the square root of the average variance extracted for each construct should be greater than the 
correlations between constructs, indicating adequate discriminant validity (Chin, 1998; Fonrell and Larekcr, 
1981) . Table 5 illustrates the correlations among the constructs with the square root of the average variance 
extracted on the diagonal. The results indicated that all of the diagonal values were larger than their correlations 
with other constructs, presenting that the values of diagonal elements exceed the off-diagonal elements. This 
demonstrates that the measurement items have good discriminant validity. Overall, the results of testing for 
validity and reliability in this study demonstrated that all measures have adequate and sufficient reliability, 
convergent validity and discriminant validity. 


Table 4: Loadings and cross loadings. 


Model construct 

1. Attitude towards knowledge-sharing 

2. Commitment 

3. Enjoyment in helping others 

4. Intentions to share knowledge 

5. Organizational rewards 

6. Reputation 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

0.832 






0.391 

0.737 





0.331 

0.379 

0.831 




0.542 

0.310 

0.306 

0.820 



0.169 

0.091 

-0.028 

0.097 

0.902 


0.334 

0.380 

0.261 

0.239 

0.167 

0.859 


Diagonals (in bold) represent square roots of average variance extracted (AYE) while off-diagonal represent correlations 
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Figure 2: Results of the partial least squares analysis. 


Table 6: Partial least squares structural model results. 


Hypothesis 

Relationship 

Beta 

SE V 

value 

Result 

HI 

Commitment' Attitude towards knowledge¬ 
sharing 

0.239 

0.053 4.515* 

Supported 

H2 

Enjoyment in helping others ' Attitude 
towards knowledge-sharing 

0.200 

0.059 3.410* 

Supported 

H3 

Reputation ' Attitude towards knowledge¬ 
sharing 

0.170 

0.055 3.110* 

Supported 

H4 

Organizational rewards ' Attitude towards 
knowledge-sharing 

0.124 

0.046 2.695* 

Supported 

H5 

Attitude towards knowledge-sharing' 
Intentions to share knowledge 

0.542 

0.072 7.494* 

Supported 


Beta = regression weight, SE = standard error, t-values are computed through bootstrapping procedure with 373 cases and 1000 
re-samples *p < 0.01 


Structural model 

Figure 2 and Table 6 provide the structural model results with the coefficients for each path that indicates the 
causal relations among the constructs in the model (Sang. Lee and Lee. 2010) . The tests on the significance of the 
path and hypothesis in the path model were performed using the SmartPLS's bootstrap re-sampling technique 
(1000 re-samples). All the five hypothesised relationships were supported with path coefficients larger than 2.33 
and significant p < 0.01. Overall, the model explains 29.4% of the variance in the dependent variable, intentions 
to share knowledge among academics. The model also explains over 23.7% of the variance in the attitude of 
academics to share knowledge. 
















The research results confirmed that commitment had a significant and positive effect on the attitude to share 
knowledge, with the path coefficient (B = 0.239) and t-value = 4.515 at p < 0.01 significance level.This result 
suggests that maintaining academics' commitment toward knowledge-sharing would positively encourage their 
attitude to share with others. Thus, Hypothesis 1 Commitment to share knowledge has a positive effect on attitude 
towards knowledge-sharing is supported. 

A statistical positive relationship between enjoyment in helping others and attitude toward knowledge-sharing is 
found in this research having path coefficient (B = 0.200) and t-statistic = 3.410 at p < 0.01 level, which leads to 
the conclusion that academics' enjoyment in helping others strengthens their intentions to share knowledge 
positively. Thus, Hypothesis 2, that Enjoyment in helping others has a positive effect on attitude towards 
knowledge-sharing, is supported in the research results. 

The results also support Hypothesis 3, Reputation has a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge-sharing, 
with the path coefficient B = 0.170 and t-value of 3.110 at p < 0.01, indicating that if academics' reputation 
increases, their knowledge-sharing attitude towards other academics in higher education institutions improves. 

Hypothesis 4 theorised that Organizational rewards have a positive effect on attitude towards knowledge- 
sharingand is supported by this study's data results. The path coefficient between the two constructs was 0.124 
with t-statistic 2.695 at p < 0.01 significance level. The statistical positive relationship indicates that high rewards 
given to academics in universities would encourage them to share knowledge with each other. 

Finally, Hypothesis 5, that Attitude towards knowledge-sharing has a positive effect on intentions to share, is also 
supported in the results of this study. The results indicate that the path coefficient was 0.542 with t-value of 7.494 
at p < 0.01 significance level. The academics' attitude towards knowledge-sharing strengthens their intention to 
share knowledge among academics in higher education institutions. 

In summary, Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 of this study were supported. A closer examination revealed that 
commitment was the key motivator of academics' knowledge-sharing behaviour, followed by enjoyment in 
helping others. 

Discussions and implications 

This research attempted to address the significant issue in knowledge management that involves motivating 
individuals to share knowledge with others. To address this essential issue a research model based on the theory 
of reasoned action has been developed to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the intrinsic motivators 
(commitment, enjoyment in helping others) and extrinsic motivators (reputation, organizational rewards) that 
influence academics to share knowledge. The objective is to deepen the understanding of how higher education 
institutions are able to motivate their academics to engage in knowledge-sharing behaviour. 

The results in this research indicate that all five of the hypotheses were supported, consistent with findings of 
other studies of knowledge-sharing using theory of reasoned action (Bock and Kim, 2002; Lin and Lee, 2004) . 
Analysis of data from the five higher education institutions found that commitment (HI), enjoyment in helping 
others (H2), reputation (H3) and organizational rewards (H4) have a positive and significant relationship with 
attitude towards knowledge-sharing. Together these four predictors explained 23.7% of the variance of 
knowledge-sharing attitudes among academics. These are significant findings in that these predictors are able to 
explain a large part of the variance of attitude towards knowledge-sharing, and thus provide insights into the 
predictors that affect the sharing of knowledge among academics. Hence, the finding answers the first research 
question. 

In explaining the hypotheses, this research found that knowledge-sharing behaviour is influenced by academics' 
commitment to their institution. Commitment is indeed an important determinant of knowledge-sharing. This is 
because academics are more willing to commit their extra effort into sharing their knowledge once they are 
convinced that such actions will be appreciated by their institutions so that their knowledge will be beneficial and 
can be used for a good cause. As confirmed by Dewitte and Cremer (2001) , commitment does encourage 




voluntary sharing of knowledge among academics in universities. By sharing willingly, a knowledge-sharing 
culture among these individuals would be inculcated in higher education institutions (Hall, 2001) . 

In addition, this study also found that academics' enjoyment and the desire to help others act as intrinsic 
motivators in facilitating knowledge-sharing behaviour. Academics cultivate the desire to share knowledge due to 
the pleasure in helping others, and in turn become satisfied by doing so. As a result, these academics are more 
inclined to share knowledge with others (Wasko and Faraj, 2005) through altruism, and such enjoyment 
flourishes through helping others (Ba, 20011 . As such, academics that enjoy helping others are always keen to 
share their knowledge with their fellow colleagues. 

Also, this study has proven that reputation has a significant effect on attitude and intention of academics to 
participate in knowledge-sharing. This result is consistent with Lakhani and von Hippel (2003) and Baines (2011) 
who indicated that building reputation is a strong motivator for improving academics' knowledge-sharing 
behaviour in academic institutions. Academics offer useful advice to others since they perceive that they gain 
status by answering frequently and intelligently. This will further enhance their status in their profession and 
motivate them to contribute their valuable personal knowledge to others. 

Organizational reward is positively associated with attitude and intention to engage in knowledge-sharing, which 
supports the results of Hall (2001) . As suggested by the researcher, rewarding individuals for their correct 
behaviour is crucial, especially when it comes to knowledge-sharing. Therefore, educational institutions need to 
reward academics for embracing and practising sharing behaviour by intrinsically motivating academics through 
acknowledgements over increase in salary (Mohamed, Sapuan, Ahmad, Hamouda and Baharudin, 2009) since it 
is considered to be an effective means for academic institutions to encourage knowledge sharing among 
academics (Bartol and Srivastava, 2002) . 

The results of this study also showed that attitude towards knowledge-sharing (H5) has a positive and significant 
effect on the intentions to share knowledge in universities and was able to explain 29.4% of the variance of 
knowledge-sharing. Thus, the findings above answer the second research question. 

It is shown that the intentions to engage in a particular behaviour are determined by an academic's attitude 
towards that behaviour. The finding suggests that as attitude towards knowledge-sharing becomes more positive, 
the intention to share becomes greater (Bock et al ., 2005) . Academics' attitude and intention towards knowledge¬ 
sharing were strongly related with their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to share knowledge. This suggests that a 
sense of capability and self-confidence in academics is needed in order for them to have the tendency and 
motivation to share their valuable knowledge with their colleagues. 

We conclude that attitude towards knowledge-sharing among academics is influenced by a combination of 
commitment and enjoyment in helping others as well as reputation and organizational rewards. When 
differentiating the degree of the effect, it is found that commitment and enjoyment in helping others (intrinsic 
motivators) are more influential than reputation or organizational rewards (extrinsic motivators) on knowledge¬ 
sharing. From a managerial viewpoint, given the viable significance of knowledge-sharing in higher education 
institutions, findings of this study are intended to allow policy-makers and practitioners in academic institutions 
to formulate policies and to target higher education institutions appropriately to ensure the effective conception 
and the further evolution of a knowledge-sharing culture among faculty members. Academic institutions should 
pay attention to nurturing a culture of sharing, due to the importance of knowledge-sharing in today's 
communities, so as to encourage academics to stay committed to the institution and to those around them. 

It is necessary to promote a positive institutional atmosphere by arranging social activities with participation from 
both universities' management and academics to cultivate reciprocal relationships among academics and to widen 
communication channels by encouraging open communication in faculties for instant, interactive communication. 
Indeed, academics' positive experiences and their level of satisfaction as they assist one another through various 
knowledge-sharing activities could be inculcated and further intensified in higher education institutions. The 
universities' management should encourage informal social gatherings in workplaces for relaxed communication 
between academics and should also give priority to improving academics' skills and expertise through various 
workshops and training. Likewise, reward systems can be used to encourage participation in teaching, research 
and collaboration activities. 











The findings of this study on the effects of commitment, enjoyment in helping others, reputation, organizational 
rewards and attitude toward knowledge-sharing are not only consistent with the results from earlier research, but 
have also shown that knowledge-sharing activities are significantly determined by commitment, enjoyment in 
helping others, reputation and organizational rewards. In summary, this research statistically demonstrates that 
the motivational predictors, both intrinsic and extrinsic, had a positive significant impact on knowledge-sharing 
behaviour among academics. Hence, the practical implication is that good practice is encouraged by developing 
positive and active common values to enhance knowledge-sharing among academics in higher education 
institutions. 

Conclusions and future research 

Effective knowledge-sharing behaviour cannot be forced but must be fostered with the help of both intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivators associated with academics' intentions to share knowledge with others. The findings of this 
study have shown the importance of the underlying factors of academics' extrinsic motivators (commitment, 
enjoyment in helping others) and intrinsic motivators (reputation, organizational rewards) when it comes to 
knowledge-sharing behaviour. Higher education institutions, particularly in Malaysia, should understand the 
motivational effects that influence knowledge-sharing intentions among their academics. At the same time, the 
findings would be able to provide both theoretical and empirical suggestions in determining and explaining 
knowledge-sharing behaviour of academics. Educational institutions would also be able to motivate their faculty 
members to participate in knowledge-sharing that helps to improve institutional growth and efficiency, which will 
catapult them as a world-renowned knowledge hub to further boost their reputation as education and research 
universities. 

Future studies could discover the influence of other types of intrinsic and extrinsic motivators on the intention 
and attitude to share knowledge. In addition, studies to be conducted in the future could also determine the effects 
of motivational factors and intention for knowledge-sharing on institutional performance. This research model 
could be further verified and applied in future studies that focus on academics to verify the research model of 
commitment, enjoyment in helping others, reputation, organizational rewards, attitude toward knowledge-sharing 
and intention to participate in knowledge-sharing. Finally, this paper offered comprehensive details and 
established a theoretical model for future studies. 
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